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Engineering academic units might engage with social media for a range of
purposes including for general communication with students, staff, alumni,
other important stakeholders and the wider community at large; for student
recruitment and for marketing and promotion more generally. This paper
presents an investigation into the use of Twitter by six engineering
academic units internationally, using publicly available Twitter data over
an 18-month period for analysis and visualization, to characterize the
engagement by engineering academic units with one popular social media
tool. Widely varying levels of activity were observed, from essentially
undirected ‘Megaphone’ Tweeting, through to sustained and complex
interactions with multiple external accounts. This work provides insights
into how engineering academic units are using Twitter and how they
might more effectively use the platform to achieve their individual
objectives for institutional social media communications and marketing,
and offers a methodology for future research.
Keywords: social media; engineering education; Twitter; network analysis
Introduction
Online social media systems have created new ways for individuals to commu-
nicate, share information and interact with a wide audience (Murphy & Salo-
mone, 2013). For organizations, social media provide new avenues for
communication and collaboration with their stakeholders. However, any
value created for an organization through social media comes not from any par-
ticular platforms, but from how they are used (Culnan, McHugh, & Zubillaga,
2010). A useful model for conceptualizing the management of stakeholder com-
munication is provided by the 3-M model from the field of marketing, which
identifies three components of social media communications with customers,
all of which need to be effectively managed for best results: (i) the Megaphone,
representing firm-to-customer communication; (ii) the Magnet, representing
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customer-to-firm communication and (iii) the Monitor, representing customer-
to-customer interaction (Gallaugher & Ransbotham, 2010).
The potential value of social media tools to assist in the successful com-
munication and marketing inside and outside of engineering organizations
has been identified (Mawhinney, 2010), and documented case studies of such
use exist in the literature (Murphy & Salomone, 2013; Scott, 2011). While
social media may be widely used by individuals and many organizations,
their use in higher education is still relatively new (Busch, 2011; Forkosh-
Baruch & Hershkovitz, 2012). In the context of engineering education, the
potential of social media to open new modes of communication, interaction
and experimentation between students and teachers has been identified
(Kamthan, 2010), and a limited number of examples can be found documented
in the literature (Charlton, Devlin, Marshall, & Drummond, 2010; Judd &
Graves, 2012; Morgado et al., 2012; Morrow, 2010; Paku & Lay, 2011).
Beyond specific learning and teaching applications, a range of uses of social
media by universities is noted in the literature, including marketing (Reuben,
2008), student recruitment (Constantinides & Zinck Stagno, 2011; Hayes,
Ruschman, & Walker, 2009), connecting with alumni (Kowalik, 2011),
student support services (Berg, Berquam, & Christoph, 2007), library services
(Burkhardt, 2010), student mentoring (Risquez & Sanchez-Garcia, 2012) and
general communication with the wider community (Forkosh-Baruch & Hersh-
kovitz, 2012).
For educational (and other non-profit) institutions, simply having a presence
in social media will not automatically lead to stakeholder participation (Waters,
Burnett, Lamm, & Lucas, 2009). Busch (2011) urges universities to develop a
‘social media ideology’ that looks beyond activity in social media as solely mar-
keting, that acknowledges that social media are much more than specific tech-
nology platforms or systems, and that actively engages with stakeholders who
are seeking information about the university in the social media environment.
There is evidence that social media channels can play a more general role in
the support and marketing of engineering education activities. In one
example, a capstone student engineering design experience employed social
media channels to link students, academic staff and industry practitioners to col-
laborate on the theme of sustainability, and to promote the project and its out-
comes generally (Wolcott et al., 2011). However, a large US survey of projects
funded by the National Science Foundation to support undergraduate learning
in the Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics disciplines found
that social media outlets were rated lowest as a promotion/dissemination strat-
egy for their learning resources (McMartin, Giersch, Tront, & Shumar, 2012).
There is a large and relatively untapped potential for engineering education to
use social media channels for communication and marketing of its activities.
Research on the use of social media by higher education institutions is still
limited (Constantinides & Zinck Stagno, 2011) and evaluation of the impact of
social media activities is not straightforward (Culnan et al., 2010), as few
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benchmarks exist and relationships between activity and outcomes are indirect
(Busch, 2011). One approach to evaluation is network analysis (Wolcott et al.,
2011). The network data inherently created by social media tools represent the
connections between participants as they interact, and can be used to make
visible the previously elusive social processes at play, to identify strategically
important components and participants in the social network (Smith et al.,
2009) and to show the development of the communication links over time
(Silius et al., 2010).
One of the most widely used social media tools employed by organizations
is Twitter (twitter.com) (Culnan et al., 2010). Twitter is a popular and rapidly
growing ‘microblogging’ service (Hayes et al., 2009) where users can post
quick and frequent short messages (up to 140 characters) called ‘Tweets’,
which may contain links to other online material (including promotional
material) such as photos and websites, to their ‘Followers’ who have subscribed
to their Twitter account (Reuben, 2008). Tweets can be tagged with a searchable
‘hashtag’ (e.g. an event might publicize a hashtag to use so that Tweets associ-
ated with the event can be easily collected via a tag search), and a user can
‘Retweet’ to all of their Followers a Tweet that they receive from another
user (Forkosh-Baruch & Hershkovitz, 2012; Gallaugher & Ransbotham,
2010). Tweets can be directed specifically to other named user accounts, or
broadcast generally to all Followers of the sending account. Except for the
content of Tweets from protected (private) accounts, all Tweets are effectively
broadcast to ‘the world’ and are publicly discoverable via a search. There is a
range of third-party applications and services that provide additional function-
ality on top of the Twitter platform to help manage Twitter content and automate
social media marketing activities – for example, HootSuite (hootsuite.com) and
Topsy (topsy.com). A growing number of academic units involved in engineer-
ing education internationally now advertise a link to a Twitter account on their
Internet home page.
Engineering academic units might engage with social media for a range of
purposes including: a targeted educational use that employs specific affordances
provided by a particular social media platform; a more generic educational
purpose that views competence in social media environments as an important
element of general student digital literacy and/or a useful skill for professional
engineering practice; as a catalyst for student engagement; for research collab-
oration and communication; for general communication with students, staff,
alumni, other important stakeholders and the wider community at large; for
student recruitment; and for marketing and promotion more generally. The
work presented here is an initial investigation into the use of the Twitter
social media platform by engineering academic units internationally. It uses
publicly available Twitter data for analyses and visualization to characterize
the use by engineering academic units of one popular social media tool. This
work addresses the following research question – are there distinctive patterns
of communication and engagement with stakeholders in the Twitter social
Journal of Marketing for Higher Education 3
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media environment employed by different engineering academic units interna-
tionally? The work presents an initial investigation into this question, offers
implications for practice, and provides a methodology for future research.
Method
A Google web search was used to identify international academic units (at the
Faculty or College level) involved in undergraduate engineering education and
that advertised a link to a Twitter account on their Internet home page. Six such
academic units were selected essentially at random to achieve a geographic
spread that included one each from Australia, the UK, South Korea, New
Zealand, France and the USA. A ruling was obtained from the relevant insti-
tutional human research ethics committee that the use of publically accessible
historical Twitter records did not require formal ethics approval for research
purposes. The NCapture program (QSR International, 2012a) is able to
capture all publicly available data (Tweets and Retweets) originating directly
from a specific Twitter account, as well as data arising from a search for
Tweets originating from other accounts that mention a specific Twitter
account. The functioning of the Twitter system means that a significant (often
multi-year) archive of Tweets can be extracted directly from an account.
However, the results from a search for mentions of an account are typically
much more limited in quantity and time period; to build a continuous record
of mentions of an account requires the routine capturing and compilation of
Twitter search results. Over a two-month period from 20 January to 19
March 2013, mentions of the six selected engineering academic units’ Twitter
accounts were systematically captured. At the end of that period, all of the
direct Twitter data available from the six accounts were also captured.
While varying archive periods of direct Twitter data were obtained from
each account, the 18 whole-month period inclusive of September 2011 to Feb-
ruary 2013 was available for all six accounts, and this data-set is used here for
the record of direct Twitter activity originating from the six accounts. These
direct account data were supplemented with the two months of Twitter
mention data. The NVIVO program (QSR International, 2012b) was used to
convert the captured Twitter data into Microsoft Excel (Microsoft, 2010)
spread sheets. For each academic unit, basic Twitter account statistics as at
the time of final data collection were compiled and visually assessed via scat-
terplot. For each academic unit, the spreadsheet Twitter data were graphed
using Excel to visualize the monthly frequency of Tweets by type (Tweets
and Retweets). For each academic unit, the spreadsheet Twitter data were
also exported in comma separated values format and then imported into the
Gephi program (The Gephi Consortium, 2012) to visualize the communication
network embodied in the data. As outlined in Figure 1, Gephi can be used to
represent Twitter user accounts as ‘nodes’, and the communication path (repre-
senting one or more Tweets) between two nodes as an ‘edge’. In the network
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diagrams used in this paper, edges are presented as curved lines, the direction of
Tweets is clockwise around the edge and the width of an edge is proportional to
the total number of Tweets recorded between the two nodes in that direction.
Detailed textual analysis of the content of collected Tweets was beyond the
scope of this investigation. However, for the purposes of qualitative comparison
of the Tweet content, the text content of the Tweets and Retweets recorded from
the account of each academic unit were de-identified, machine-translated to
English (if required) using the Microsoft Machine Translation web service
(www.bing.com/translator/) and visualized as a ‘word cloud’ using the
Wordle web service (www.wordle.net/).
Results
Table 1 shows a range of basic Twitter account statistics for the six engineering
academic units at the time of final data collection.
All pairs of data categories in Table 1 were visualized as scatterplots and two
suggestive linear associations were observed, and these are presented in
Figure 2 – (a) Mentions versus Retweets and (b) Followers versus directed
Tweets. However, the data for engineering academic unit 1 manifest as a signifi-
cant outlier, and being based on six observations only, these results are treated
as indicative rather than definitive.
Figure 3 shows the number of Tweets, number of Retweets and (via the
stacked columns) the total number of Tweets originating from the Twitter
Figure 1. Twitter network visualization schema used in this paper.
Table 1. Basic Twitter account statistics for the six engineering academic units.
Academic
unit
Tweets (September 2011–
February 2013)
Mentions (20 January–
19 March 2013) Followers FollowingDirected Undirected Retweets
Unit 1 718 787 584 816 3528 2240
Unit 2 290 147 150 272 832 103
Unit 3 392 1309 37 141 1715 161
Unit 4 147 149 51 72 628 457
Unit 5 48 324 10 13 419 323
Unit 6 1 386 0 0 108 0
Journal of Marketing for Higher Education 5
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account for engineering academic unit 1 for each month during the 18-month
period noted above.
The data in Table 1 show the Twitter ‘activity’ emanating from the engineer-
ing academic units, but because any single Tweet may reference/connect to
multiple other accounts, and many individual Tweets can be directed to a
single account, the ‘number of Tweets’ is not necessarily the same as the
number of Twitter connections. For example, for engineering academic unit
1, the recorded total of 2089 Tweets actually represents 2560 individual
network connections (edges) to 698 separate Twitter accounts (nodes). While
many of these edges contain a single Tweet link, in the case of engineering aca-
demic unit 1, one edge accounts for 787 of the connections. Clearly, there is
additional information about the nature of Twitter communication from an
engineering academic unit to be gained from understanding the form of the
communications network created by that Twitter communication. Figure 4 pre-
sents a network visualization of all of the direct Tweets and Retweets from the
Twitter account for engineering academic unit 1 for the same 18-month period,
combined with all the collected mentions relating to academic unit 1 for the
two-month period noted above.
Figure 2. Scatterplots of: (a) Mentions versus Retweets and (b) Followers versus directed Tweets.
Figure 3. Monthly frequencies of Tweets, Retweets and total Tweets for engineering academic
unit 1.
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Figure 4 is based on the schema presented in Figure 1 and with the width of
network edges proportional to the number of Tweets between pairs of nodes. All
nodes (Twitter accounts) have been de-identified, with the node for academic
unit 1 positioned in the center of the network diagram, and the large edge
directed toward the top of the network diagram representing undirected
Tweets from academic unit 1 sent to their Followers, and ‘the world’ at large.
Apart from the nodes representing academic unit 1 and ‘the world’, all other
nodes are located essentially at random, as produced by the Gephi visualization
program. Figures 5 and 6 present the same results for the data from the Twitter
account for engineering academic unit 4. Figures 7 and 8 present the same
results for the data from the Twitter account for engineering academic unit 6.
A column chart and network diagram were not produced separately for
engineering academic unit 2, as they were structurally similar to those given
for academic unit 1, except scaled down somewhat. A column chart and
network diagram were not produced separately for engineering academic
unit 3, as they were structurally similar to those given for academic unit 1,
except that there was a greater number of undirected Tweets and a lesser
Figure 4. Twitter network diagram for engineering academic unit 1.
Journal of Marketing for Higher Education 7
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number of directed Tweets. A column chart and network diagram were not pro-
duced separately for engineering academic unit 5, as they were structurally
similar to those given for academic unit 4, except that there was a greater
number of undirected Tweets and a lesser number of directed Tweets.
Figure 5. Monthly frequencies of Tweets, Retweets and total Tweets for engineering academic unit 4.
Figure 6. Twitter network diagram for engineering academic unit 4.
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Based on an initial observation that the profiles of Twitter usage for engin-
eering academic units 1 and 6 appear to represent significantly different pos-
itions on a continuum of activity, the word cloud visualizations of the Tweet
Figure 7. Monthly frequencies of Tweets, Retweets and total Tweets for engineering academic unit 6.
Figure 8. Twitter network diagram for engineering academic unit 6.
Journal of Marketing for Higher Education 9
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text content for these two academic units are presented in Figures 9 and 10. The
relative sizing of Figures 9 and 10 is in proportion to the number of words
present in Tweets and Retweets recorded from the Twitter account of each aca-
demic unit.
Discussion
The marketing value for an organization that is derived from a presence in social
media comes not from the social media systems themselves, but from how they
are used to interact with stakeholders (Culnan et al., 2010), and simply having a
presence does not guarantee stakeholder participation (Waters et al., 2009). The
Figure 9. Tweet text content word cloud for engineering academic unit 1.
Figure 10. Tweet text content word cloud for engineering academic unit 6.
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use of social media channels by organizational stakeholders is voluntary, so it is
important for an organization to attract a critical mass of members (Followers)
and facilitate their active participation in an online community (Culnan et al.,
2010). Table 1 shows a wide variation in the number of Followers for the six
engineering academic units studied, and Figure 2 provides some evidence of
a link between the level of interactivity of an academic unit Twitter account
and both the number of Followers and the number of mentions by other
Twitter users. Figure 2(a) suggests that Retweeting may be important for stimu-
lating mentions by other users, as this process is an interaction with the social
media content created by another user, and this interaction is flagged back to the
originator, so may lead to a follow-on mention in response. Figure 2(b) suggests
that Tweets directed to a specific user may be important for attracting Followers
– like a Retweet, a directed Tweet is a purposeful interaction with another user,
which is flagged to that user, and so may lead to a Follower relationship where
one does not already exist.
Virtually, all researchers of social media note the importance of a sustained
commitment to the use of social media, if that use is to be most effective. The
commitment is required in all three components of the 3-M model of social
media marketing communications – in the creation of appropriate social
media content; in the active response to directed communications from stake-
holders and in the vigilant monitoring of the wider social media environment
for communications between third parties that might impact on the organiz-
ation. Figure 3 indicates a regular, sustained and relatively high level of both
Tweets and Retweets from the account of engineering academic unit 1, and a
correspondingly ‘busy’ network diagram is seen in Figure 4. Figure 5 indicates
an irregular and comparatively low level of both Tweets and Retweets from the
account of engineering academic unit 4, and a correspondingly ‘sparse’ network
diagram is seen in Figure 6. Figure 7 indicates a regular but relatively low level
of activity from the account of engineering academic unit 6, with no Retweets,
and the network diagram seen in Figure 8 shows that apart from a single
directed message, all other Tweets were undirected.
In terms of the 3-M marketing model of social media communications (Gal-
laugher & Ransbotham, 2010), all of the network diagrams presented here show
evidence of the ‘Megaphone’. All three contain a large edge representing
Tweets emanating from the engineering academic unit account in the center
of the diagram, rising vertically to the top of the diagram and directed to
their Followers, and the world at large. In addition, there are varying
numbers of edges emanating out from the academic unit account in a clockwise
direction to specific nodes, which represent Tweets directed to, and Retweets
that mention, specific user accounts. Collectively, these three types of Mega-
phone edges emanating clockwise from the academic unit account represent
the Tweets identified in Table 1 for each engineering academic unit. To
varying degrees, Figures 4 and 6 show evidence of the ‘Magnet’. Edges from
nodes that connect into the academic unit account at the center in a clockwise
Journal of Marketing for Higher Education 11
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direction represent Tweets from user accounts directed to, or mentioning, the
academic unit account. Note that in Figure 8, engineering academic unit 6
has attracted no directed Tweets or mentions from any other user account.
The most difficult element of the 3-M model to quantify is the ‘Monitor’.
Retweets from an academic unit represent Tweets observed by the academic
unit and considered worthy of re-transmission; hence, Retweets are a
measure of the Monitor activity of an academic unit that can be explicitly
accounted for. What other monitoring of its social media environment that an
academic unit might be doing cannot be directly assessed from the data col-
lected in this investigation.
The balance of edges in the network diagrams presented are those that link
between nodes pairs not including the engineering academic unit account in the
center of the diagram – these edges represent the ‘Mentions’ of the engineering
academic unit identified in Table 1. These mentions are discussions about the
academic unit by third parties, and social media can amplify the impacts
(both positive and negative) of the conversation about an organization
between stakeholders (Constantinides & Zinck Stagno, 2011). Social media
conversations about, and that can influence, organizations are a form of market-
ing that is occurring continually, whether the organization is ‘listening’ or not
(Kowalik, 2011). A passive or unsophisticated presence in social media is unli-
kely to be effective (Constantinides & Zinck Stagno, 2011) – consider the con-
trasting approaches for academic unit 1 and academic unit 6 observed here. It is
increasingly important for organizations to be active participants in social media
and to monitor and manage the communication that concerns them (Gallaugher
& Ransbotham, 2010). This requires learning the ‘rules of engagement’ of
(Barnes & Mattson, 2009), and making a commitment to (Burkhardt, 2010),
participation in social media.
Acknowledging the potentially incomplete representation of the social
media environment presented in the network diagrams for each engineering
academic unit, some distinct differences in the forms of social media inter-
actions can be observed. In Figure 8, academic unit 6 is essentially ‘Megaphon-
ing’ only, with all Tweets except one being undirected, and no Retweets at all.
Contrast this to academic unit 1 (Figure 4) where, even though academic unit 1
sent several times the total number of Tweets as academic unit 6, these are split
nearly equally between undirected Tweets, directed Tweets and Retweets (i.e.
the majority of Tweets are to, or mentioning, named accounts rather than to
‘the world’). Academic unit 6 is in a one-way conversation, ‘shouting’ at the
world, while academic unit 1 is engaged in a much more complex conversation
with the stakeholders in its social media environment. In Figures 4 and 6, a
number of ‘closed loops’ can be observed, where a pair of edges between the
central node for the account of engineering academic unit and the node of
another user account form a loop. Such loops represent a ‘conversation’
between the academic unit account and the other user.
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Implications for practice
Social media channels should be used with a clear communication purpose in
mind that relates to the strategic aims of the engineering academic unit, and
with an associated clear operation plan that includes type and frequency of
Tweet activity. In the case of Twitter, it is possible to use the medium as a
simple Megaphone to broadcast announcements and news to Followers and
the world at large. However, while authoring and Tweeting original content
is an important element of creating a social media presence and brand, engin-
eering academic units should also aim for a more interactive Twitter presence
that connects with and engages current and potential Followers. Some evidence
was found for directed Tweets as a mechanism for building a Follower-base,
and for Retweets as a Magnet to attract mentions by others. Both of these out-
comes are useful to amplify the impact and reach of the social media activity of
the engineering academic unit and to cultivate the active engagement of other
users. If the engineering academic unit wants to be aware of mentions about
it by third parties, it is obliged to Monitor the Twitter environment on an on-
going basis. Such mentions by others are ephemeral, and may be lost if not cap-
tured in near real-time, and yet they are important as their content can have an
impact on the engineering academic unit and its brand.
Limitations/future research
A limitation of the data collected here is that, while it includes direct messages
originating from each engineering academic unit Twitter account under con-
sideration over a period of 18 months, it only includes messages from other
accounts that mention the engineering academic unit Twitter account under con-
sideration for a period of two months. As noted previously, this limitation is a
function of the Twitter platform itself such that systematic collection of Tweets
mentioning a specific account requires regular data collection across the time
period of interest. The inclusion of mentions over two months means that
some measures of the online community and social media interactions related
to the engineering academic unit Twitter accounts under consideration are cap-
tured and visualized in the network diagrams presented here. The impact of the
inclusion of mentions is demonstrated by the two extreme cases in the data
included here. Table 1 and Figure 8 show that academic unit 6 did not record
a single mention over the two-month period in question. Figure 11 shows the
network diagram for academic unit 1 if the mentions are removed from
Figure 4 – there is a significant reduction in the complexity and interconnect-
edness of the network.
The numbers recorded in Table 1 and the various visualizations presented in
the figures do not indicate the purpose and content of the Twitter communi-
cations that they summarize. Engineering academic units might ‘use’ Twitter
for a wide range of communication and marketing purposes. Although
Journal of Marketing for Higher Education 13
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outside the scope of this investigation, it would be possible to perform a detailed
textual analysis on the contents of the Tweets relating to an account. For
example, the 2163 Tweets and Retweets recorded from the account of engineer-
ing academic unit 1 contain more than 41,000 words, and content analysis
would provide more insights into the purpose and nature of the social media
conversations undertaken by the academic unit. Figures 9 and 10 provide a
qualitative comparison of the textual content of the Tweets and Retweets
from the accounts of engineering academic units 1 and 6. The Tweet content
from academic unit 6 appears to be largely informational and one-way, with
words such as ‘notice’, ‘scholarship’ and ‘employment’ appearing relatively
frequently. Contrast this to the Tweet content from academic unit 1 where the
Retweet identifier (RT) appears most frequently of all, signifying high levels
of interactivity via the on-forwarding of Tweets received from others. Person-
ally engaging words such as ‘welcome’, ‘congratulations’ and ‘great’ also
appear with relatively high frequency. These observations are in line with
those made above regarding the ‘form’ of social media interactions apparent
in the corresponding network diagrams for academic units 1 and 6.
Figure 11. Twitter network diagram for engineering academic unit 1 – excluding mentions.
14 S. Palmer
D
ow
nl
oa
de
d 
by
 [D
ea
ki
n 
U
ni
ve
rs
ity
 L
ib
ra
ry
] a
t 1
8:
58
 0
3 
N
ov
em
be
r 2
01
4 
By focusing on the Twitter platform only, this investigation only includes
one aspect of the total potential social media environment of the engineering
academic units. For the six academic units included here, all of their Internet
home pages advertised links to Facebook as well as Twitter, and three of the
six also included a link to a YouTube channel. Complementary methods to
those described here exist for the visualization of Facebook data (Mulazzani,
Huber, & Weippl, 2012), and the same general process based on the NCapture
program described in the methodology section here can be used to capture and
analyze Facebook and YouTube data.
Conclusions
Online social media systems have created new ways for individuals and organ-
izations to communicate and interact with a wide audience; however, social
media use by higher education institutions is still relatively new. A relatively
limited range of uses of social media in engineering education can be found
in the literature. Evaluation of the effectiveness of social media activities can
take a number of forms, including network analysis that visualizes the connec-
tions and interactions between participants. One of the most popular social
media platforms is Twitter. This paper presents an investigation into the use
of Twitter by six engineering academic units internationally, using publicly
available Twitter data from the accounts of the academic units over an
18-month period for analyses and visualization, to characterize the engagement
by engineering academic units with one popular social media tool. Widely
varying levels of activity were observed, with the most active accounts
having sustained profiles of posting, generating more than five times as many
Tweets as the least active accounts. Achieving most social media objectives
requires a critical mass of Followers, and the facilitation of their participation
in an online community. Tentative associations were observed between: (i)
number of mentions and number of Retweets; and (ii) number of Followers
and number of directed Tweets. Retweets and directed Tweets are purposeful
interactions with other users, and may promote interaction in return. The
network visualizations produced provide insights into the differing ways engin-
eering academic units are active on Twitter. In one case, essentially undirected
‘Megaphone’ Tweeting was observed. In another case, high levels of Tweeting,
Retweeting and complex interactions with multiple external accounts were
observed. Qualitative evaluation of the text content of the Tweets from these
two cases supports the interpretation of the network analysis.
The marketing value for an organization that is derived from a presence in
social media comes not from the social media systems themselves, but from
how they are used to interact with stakeholders. A deliberate element of the
methodology here was the systematic collection of mentions of the six aca-
demic units’ Twitter accounts for a two-month period. The inclusion of these
Journal of Marketing for Higher Education 15
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mentions in the analyses highlighted the importance of ongoing monitoring of
the social media environment to understand the conversations that are occurring
about the academic unit between third parties. Covering only six engineering
academic units internationally and only the Twitter social media platform,
this investigation is necessarily limited in scope. However, the work documen-
ted provides useful insights into the different and distinctive patterns of com-
munication and engagement with stakeholders in the social media
environment employed by different engineering academic units, and how
they might more effectively use the platform to achieve their individual objec-
tives for institutional social media communications and marketing. It is an
initial investigation that provides initial results and also offers a methodology
for future research drawing on additional social media platforms and more
detailed analysis of message content.
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